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 Daniel Mauchenheimer appeals his conviction after a jury trial for attempted sexual 

misconduct involving a child by indecent exposure, § 566.083 RSMo Cum. Supp. 2008, for 

which he was sentenced to four years imprisonment.  In his sole point on appeal, 

Mauchenheimer asserts that the trial court erred in denying his motion for additional discovery 

under Rule 25.04(A), wherein he sought access to the hard drive of the computer used by the 

detective in his undercover investigation that led to Mauchenheimer’s criminal charge. 

 

 AFFIRMED. 

 

DIVISION TWO HOLDS: 

 

 Given the overwhelming evidence that Mauchenheimer engaged in sexually explicit 

internet chats with and exposed himself via webcam to a person he thought was a 

fourteen-year-old girl, and given that Mauchenheimer did not show that the State possessed the 

allegedly missing portions of the conversations he sought or that the defense did not already have 

access to the same information claimed to be in possession of the State, the trial court did not 

abuse its discretion in denying Mauchenheimer’s discovery motion. 
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